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SOME ECONOMIC PROBLEMS IN THE RICE FARMING
AREA, 1929
(A Preliminary Report)
By
R. J. SAVILLE,
Associate Economist
The aim of an investigation undertaken in the fall of 1929 was
to secure facts which would lead to a correct understanding of the
problems concerning farm organization and management in the
rice area, and what progress successful farmers had made in meet-
ing the situation. If the organization problems are objectively
established, farmers and other business interests dealing in rice
might judge more correctly what future plans should be made in
order to place rice farmers in a more favorable earning position.
Many differences of opinion exist concerning the problems be-
cause of the influence of price changes on the income of different
interested businesses. Also there are many serious problems of a
public nature pressing for solution, and upon which much of the
future welfare of agriculture will depend. Most of the data form-
ing the basis of this report was secured from 124 rice growers in
Acadia and Jefferson Davis Parishes, operating over 25,000 acres
of rice which returned them a gross income of a million and a
quarter dollars.
It is believed that the farmers interviewed were located in the
most favorable rice producing section of the area. It is also neces-
sary to consider population differences prevailing in the area and
the forced selection of farmers, because of extremely unfavorable
weather conditions which made travel on dirt roads practically
impossible most of the time during which field work was in pro-
gress. Farm incomes were appreciably enhanced in 1929, due to
The writer wishes to acknowledge his indebtedness to Mr. G. H.
Reuss, Department of Farm Economics, Louisiana State University, for
his assistance in securing the information and to the parish extension
agents, Mr. M. N. Stafford and Mr. C. A. Brewer, for their suggestions
and criticisms, and to the rice growers who cooperated in furnishing the
information used in this and other reports on rice farming problems.
Detailed information concerning the farms studied is presented in
Appendix A.
6an unexpected high yield per acre, and to a short crop in areas out-
side of Louisiana. Consequently, these apparent abnormalities have
made the situation appear more favorable than actually exists
under average conditions.
With normal yield and price conditions, rice growing presents
the most profitable type of farming to be found in Louisiana. The
volume of business which the individual farmer may handle is
large, and is essential for profitable combination of production
factors, as we may see in the data to be presented. Volume of
business is closely associated with the acreage of rice handled. The
comparatively stable yield per acre of rice has always assured a
crop, except for those farmers who depend upon surface water and
are occasionally injured by salt water. Changes in acreage planted
to rice have been chiefly responsible for annual changes in volume
of production. Financial resistance has forced extreme limitation
on the acquisition of a suitable land area for the proper establish-
ment of an economic unit which will return a high income for the
eiforts of the farmer. Diversification has only minor significance
in the area and indicates a relative shortage of land for rice pro-
duction. The aims advanced for diversification are best secured
by specialization; namely, higher income per worker employed, or
for the farm family.
Few practices that promote increased yields of rice per acre
have been positively determined, a very favorable condition for
farmers when a relatively large supply of the product is less re-
munerative than a small one. Eice belongs to a class of farm
products, such as cotton and potatoes, whose technological improve-
ments leading to increased physical production, while favorable
to those accepting them, may be decidedly more unfavorable to
the whole industry. This fact will be discussed more at length
under price and supply relationships.
SPECIFIC PROBLEMS OF THE FARMERS
The subject matter of the investigation relating to irrigation
systems and to power problems is presented in separate reports.
The discussion in this report will deal chiefly with four problems
of organization and management; namely, price and supply rela-
tionship, factors associated with labor earnings, the livestock enter-
prises, and practices leading to increased yield per acre. It is
recognized that problems of individuals are closely identified with
problems involving the welfare of all. To this extent the rela-
tionship with other problems must not be ignored, though no solu-
tion for them is attempted.
From the standpoint of rural welfare in the rice area, a prob-
lem appears in the standard of life struggle between those grow-
ers trying to secure and maintain high living standards and those
having a low standard of life and who are apparently incapable
of future improvement. The latter group consists of compara-
tively small operators able to supply family labor, renting their
farms, not interested in public improvements except to enjoy them,
and with a low appreciation of family labor utilization and conse-
quential responsibilities of such labor. This problem can hardly
be ignored in view of the ultimate condition that low standards
may mean low costs of production and low prices for the products,
thus defeating the aim of improved rural welfare through increased
earnings of farmers. In part it represents a strife between ab-
sentee land ownership and resident ownership, the former taking
surplus rentals away from the area, the latter using them in the
area. Casual observation of conditions indicates the effect of ab-
sentee land ownership upon rural welfare in the rice area.
Rice farmers are attempting to pay for high priced commit-
ments with low priced earnings. During the inflation period they
received a quick turn on business and subsequently a real estate
price boom developed which has slumped just as much no doubt
in the post-war depression. Many farmers are paying for losses
on commitments in which the investment plays no part whatsoever
at the present time. Out of this condition, the banking-farming
interests have emerged with lands secured for loans, the same in-
stitutions controlling largely the lending to farmers still trying
to meet payments on their obligations. When one realizes that rice
farming is one of the types of farming demanding most highly
of funds, the dangerousness of the banking-farming practice be-
comes apparent.
The difficulty of getting a properly adjusted size of farm is
important and needs special mention. Also, the matter of mineral
8and oil rights tends to enhance prices of land for other than farm-
ing purposes. There appears to be a keen competition for the land
and in maintaining high land prices, even though much specula-
tion exists with respect to actual return from such sources. Some
changes in organization may be made and would help the agricul-
tural situation in a long time development program. Much may
be suggested for improved farm earnings but possibilities are
limited unless the major problems are brought to a solution.
The subject matter of this report is a presentation of the data
showing the existing, rather than an ideal situation. We may
offer the farmer assistance in two rather distinct and separate
ways: first, to secure an adequate organization and follow good
practices for production; and second, to help him keep informed
relative to the supply, actual and estimated, of different products*
and what price should be expected under such supply conditions.
The latter is frequently referred to as his marketing problem but
it involves more than physical marketing or the problem of co-
operative selling. It is an attempt to assist him in adequately ap-
praising his product prior to actual sale, and understanding proba-
ble changes which will take place. Both of these types of informa-
tion are his fundamental facts for proper managerial procedure.
CLIMATIC CONDITIONS
Climatic conditions were extremely favorable for the rice crop
in 1929. The dry harvest season was the most favorable experi-
enced in many years. However, the extreme rainfall in November
and the cold of December made conditions unfavorable for live-
stock production. A dry April was helpful in getting crops seeded,
and abundant rains in May made early irrigation outlay low.
The normal annual precipitation for the rice area is approxi-
mately 56 inches. Usually the lowest precipitation is in March
and April and the highest in July and August. Precipitation
changes are significant in connection with the supply of water avail-
able for irrigation purposes. Some farmers believe that rainfall
at blossom time is an important factor in yield per acre. Adequate
data to determine specific causes of the definite weather and yield
relationships are lacking.
9Annual precipitation data and the departures from normal for
1929 are available at Jennings, Louisiana (Table 1). In a gen-
eral way, we may get the tendency of movement between amount
and distribution of the annual precipitation and the yield per acre
and acreage devoted to rice. The precipitation data as well as
those for yield and acreage have been expressed as the per cent
of their normal for the comparisons made.
While rice is an irrigated crop and is generally considered free
of precipitation influences, nevertheless, significant associations
seem to exist between precipitation at given seasons of the year
and subsequent variations in yield per acre of rice. In this analy-
sis, classification has been made according to the yield and pre-
cipitation on the basis of the nine smallest, eight middle, and nine
largest years in per cent of normalcy of precipitation. The asso-
ciation indicates that the nine years of the smallest yield per acre
were in years of high late winter and early spring rainfall and
extremely low May, June, and July rainfall. The nine years of
largest yield per acre have been associated with low early rainfall,
and high summer rainfall. There appears to be a slight inverse
association between yield per acre and the December and January
precipitation. The December and January data indicate, but with
less intensity, the same thing that is shown by the February, March,
and April precipitation. There is little association indicated be-
tween the yield per acre and the acreage. The nine years of largest
yield per acre had a slightly higher average acreage than was indi-
cated for the years of medium and smallest yield per acre. The
use of the median instead of the arithmetic average caused no sig-
nificant changes in the results indicated by the data. There ap-
pears to be little association between the precipitation for any
period of the year and the acreage of rice which follows.
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TABLE I.
MONTHLY PRECIPITATION AT JENNINGS, LOUISIANA,
NORMAL, AND FOR 1929*
Month of
Year
January
February...
March
April
May.
June
July
August
September.
October
November.
December
.
Annual
*Climatological Data, Louisiana Section, 1929.
SUPPLY AND PRICE RELATIONSHIPS
SUPPLY AND PRICE
The United States is a surplus rice producing area, even though
only a very small per cent of the world rice crop is produced here.
Texas, Arkansas, and Louisiana, are the leading rice producing
states. Approximately 50 per cent of the United States rice crop
is produced in Louisiana. Within the state of Louisiana four lead-
ing parishes contained more than one-half of the total crop area
in 1924, with two of these parishes having over 75 per cent of
their total crop area in rice. As a source of gross income the im-
portance of rice goes even beyond this percentage.
An analysis of data for the period 1904-1929 indicates about
72 per cent of the annual average change in supply has been due
to changes in the acreage planted to rice. Such a high determina-
tion by acreage is excelled by few crops, probably by no crop grown
without artificial irrigation. The yield per acre is stable, having
a co-efficient of variability of 11.6 per cent compared to 23.1 per
cent for acreage. Certainly such stability of yield is not to be
found 'among the other leading crops of Louisiana. Eice produc-
tion in southwestern Louisiana is dependent entirely upon irriga-
tion from bayous and deep wells. It is necessarily a concentrated
crop, offering many difficulties when more diversified systems of
farming are attempted.
—Precipitation, Inches
—
Departure
Normal 1929 1929
4.75 7.48 + 2.73
3.96 5.73 + 1.77
3.23 2.58 — 0.65
3.96 1.71 — 2.25
4.73 8.48 + 3.75
4.55 5.90 + 1.35
6.21 4.36 — 1.85
6.27 3.04 — 3.23
4.38 2.48 — 1.90
3.66 2.14 — 1.52
3.24 18.26 + 15.02
5.71 5.68 — 0.03
54.65 67.84 + 13. 19
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Few studies have been conducted relative to the economic or-
ganization for profitable rice farming. California, with far less
production has gone more thoroughly into the management of
rice growing than have the south central states. Only recently
have rice investigations been undertaken with the aim of giving
to growers information relative to profitable practices and desira-
ble organizations. The approach to the problem of supply and
price relationships has hardly been considered. When acreage de-
termination of total supply is high, the farmers need to give de-
cidedly more attention to acreage adjustment annually than where
yield per acre is the more important determinant. Weather sur-
pluses are largely beyond the control of producers. Acreage sur-
pluses are within their control although they may be unable to
make use of this control beyond what past practices have indicated.
Four series of price data were used for the analysis presented
here. These consisted of (1) the December 1 farm price of rough
rice received by producers;1 (2) the wholesale price per hundred-
weight of rough rice at New Orleans; 1 (3) the wholesale price per
hundredweight of Blue Rose, clean, at New Orleans;1 (4) retail
price of rice.2 Data are lacking on the proportion of each year's
production which goes into the standard grades for rice. Since
the enterprise organization of each farmer is developed on the
basis of prices which he receives, the prices paid to the producer
are the logical choice for his purpose but they must be continuously
reflected to him through their relationship to wholesale prices.
Much vagueness may be attached to the farm price paid to pro-
ducers because of innumerable variations in the nature of the
transaction, such as quality, quantity in lot sold, location in area,
season of harvest, variety, and other factors. This analysis, how-
ever, has taken the farm price for whatever it is worth in lieu of
something which would more adequately fit the situation.
In this analysis the price data were divided into two periods,
1904-1915, and 1921-1929. This was done to secure as homo-
geneous periods as possible. The latter period is more typical of
the situation now existing, although the period is not sufficiently
1 Yearbook, United States Department of Agriculture.
2 Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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long for a high degree of accuracy. However, the nature of the ,
relationship and, to a certain extent, the change from pre-war is
brought out. The curves describing the supply-price relationships
have been fitted by mathematical formula rather than by the free-
hand method. The original data were expressed in per cent of
normal, taking the normal as a straight line trend or free-hand
curve, whichever seemed to be the most accurate in describing the
changes which had taken place. The mathematical formula used
here is that developed by Drs. Warren and Pearson.1 The results
of this analysis are presented in Charts 1 and 2, and Tables II
and III.2
The relationship between the October 1 wholesale price of
rough rice at New Orleans and the Louisiana production plus the
total carryover may be expressed by the equation Log Y=3.79660-
.8983 Log X. This relationship is practically the same as that
between supply and farm price in the pre-war period. The whole-
sale price in the given year averaged 15 per cent below normal
when the supply was 20 per cent above normal. A crop 80 per
cent of normal indicated a price 22 per cent above normal. This
is for the post-war period 1921-1929.
SIZE OF RICE CROP AND TOTAL VALUE
In order that farmers may gain in relative purchasing power
from large crops it is necessary that the price per bushel of rice de-
cline less rapidly than supply increases. In addition, the relative
decline in the unit price must permit sufficient margin to pay
added outlays imposed on the farmer for handling large crops of
1 Interrelationships of Supply and Price. Cornell Bulletin 466.
2 The relation of the United States production of rice to the pur-
chasing power of the United States December 1 farm price of rice may
be expressed as follows:
1904-1915 Log" Y'= 3. 565974— .782987 Log X
1921-1929 Log- Y'= 5. 04082 —1.52041 Log- X
The correction factor for the period 1904-1915 is .006169, and for
the period of 1921-1929 is .01294.
The relation of the Louisiana production of rice to the purchasing
power of the Louisiana December 1 farm price of rice may be expressed
as follows:
1904-1915 Log Y' = 3.080904—.540452 Log X
1921-1929 Log Y' = 5. 05084 —1.52542 Log X
The correction factor for the periods 1904-1915 is .006364, and for
the period 1921-1929 is .01076.
If the above equations are to be used for the purpose of estimating
what price would be associated with a given supply, it is necessary to
allow for the correction factors which have been introduced in order to
make Y equal 100, or normal, when X equals 100, or normal.
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rice prior to sale. Most of these outlays are cash transactions in-
volving the purchase of sacks, sewing twine, hire of threshing
labor, hauling, threshing machinery, and warehouse charges. That
large crops have failed to do this appears from results presented
in Table IV. In order to arrive at the total value for the rice crop,
the total annual production and the purchasing power of the De-
cember 1 farm price per bushel have been used. The pre-war pe-
riod, 1904-1915, and the post-war 1921-1929 have been divided
into relatively large and small crop years.
The analysis of supply and price relationships has indicated the
changing influences which years of large rice crop production have
upon the price per unit. The relationship since the war is one of
relatively more inelasticity in the price. As a result, the same
relative increase in supply depresses the price more severely now
than during the pre-war period, and a relative decrease makes the
price advance to a higher level. This behavior is in keeping with
the data just presented, that with relationships which have come
to exist since the World War, large crops are worth no more in
purchasing power than are small crops. Prior to the war this was
not true if the same analysis is applied in making the determina-
tion. Obviously the farmer has a more difficult economic problem
in adjusting the acreage planted to rice annually. He is confronted
with a puzzling problem of trying to increase his yield, knowing,
at the same time, that if normal conditions prevail, others will
lose more than he makes.
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TABLE II RELATION OF THE UNITED STATES PRODUCTION
OF RICE TO THE PURCHASING POWER OF THE UNITED
STATES DECEMBER 1, FARM PRICE OF RICE,
1904-1915, AND 1921-1929
Relation of United
States Production of
Rice to Normal
80
90
Normal
110
120
The Purchasing Power of the United States
Dec. 1 Farm Price in per cent of Normal
1904-1915
119
109
Normal
93
87
1921-1929
140
117
Normal
87
76
TABLE III RELATION OF THE LOUISIANA PRODUCTION OF
RICE TO THE PURCHASING POWER OF THE LOUISI-
ANA DECEMBER 1, FARM PRICE OF RICE,
1904-1915, AND 1921-1929
Relation of the Lou-
isiana Production of
Rice to Normal
80
90
Normal
110
120
The Purchasing Power of the Louisiana De-
cember 1 Farm Price in per cent of Normal
1904-1915 1921-1929
113 141
106 H8
Normal Normal
95 87
91 76
TABLE IV.
RELATION BETWEEN THE ANNUAL PRODUCTION OF RICE
AND THE PURCHASING POWER OF THE RICE CROP
FOR THE UNITED STATES AND FOR LOUISI-
ANA, 1904-1915, AND 192M929.
Size of Rice
Crop
6 Largest Crops ...
6 Smallest Crops..
TWELVE CROP YEARS, 1904-1915
United States Louisiana
Average Average Average Average
Production, Purchasing Production, Purchasing
Bushels Power, $ Bushels Power, $
25,139,666
18,965,500
$21,257,491
16,803,618
12,403,833
9,550,852
$10,114,147
8,458,896
Size of Rice
Crop
i NINE CROP YEARS, 1921-1929 $ff
United States Louisiana
Average Average
Production, Purchasing
Bushels Power, $
Average Average
Production, Purchasing
Bushels Power, $
4 Largest Crops...
1 Middle Crop
4 Smallest Crops.
42,779,750 $27,081,466
40,217,000 26,221,484
34,284,000 27,192,218
19,520,500 $11,804,250
17,280,000 11,577,600
15,601,750 12,339,185
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RICE ACREAGE AND PRICES
Many farmers tend to expand the acreage of a crop when the
price per unit for that crop has advanced the preceding year. With
most crops, acreage changes are just as important in determining
total production as changes in yield per acre. With rice, acreage
is decidedly more important than yield per acre. Thus, changing
the acreage always has an effect upon subsequent supply. Appa-
rently the response of farmers to price changes, however, is not
always made with respect to the demand situation. Thus, for a
given year the supply may be short, due entirely to factors affect-
ing yield per acre. Such a change should not be considered one
needing correction by acreage changes, except as a larger volume is
needed to restore stocks and take care of the normal consumption
growth.
Acreage changes may not follow price changes of a particular
crop because of competing demands for the use of the land or other
factors exerted by other crop enterprises on the same farm. If all
the actual prices advanced or declined relatively the same, there
would be no special need for acreage adjustments. It is when the
relative prices of product from different enterprises get out of ad-
justment, due to the behavior of producers in bringing forth sup-
plies, that individuals need to make adjustments. If the forecast
of acreage for a given crop is desired, not only the price of that
crop must be considered, but also the prices prevailing for other
crops which may be interchanged with the one in the utilization
of the farmers' resources.
In southwestern Louisiana the crops competing most keenly
with rice for the use of the land are cotton, sugar cane and corn.
All of the area has access to the use of one or more of these crops.
Some parts of the area may produce all of them. Except for some
natural tillage barriers in the cases of rice and sugar cane, these
crops may be freely interchanged on part of the acreage of farms
in the area. A study of acreage changes and the behavior of rela-
tive prices indicate that farmers have been alert to take advantage
of relative price differences by changes in their volume of produc-
tion. Census data for the two years 1920 and 1925 indicate that
cotton, cane, and legume crops increased just equal to the loss sus-
18
tained by rice and corn, after allowance was made for the general
decline in all crop land for the rice area.
The price of rice in Louisiana is closely associated with the
United States price. An analysis of the United States price and
production data indicate that previous changes in prices show the
direction of movement of subsequent acreage but do not give the
magnitude. Such an analysis shows that the movement together
19 out of 25 times is a fairly high indication of an existing influ-
ence. Since the war, price and subsequent acreage change have
been together seven of the eight years, whereas, prior to the war
they moved together only seven out of eleven years, and in oppo-
site directions four times.
In Louisiana for the same period, the movement of price and
subsequent change in acreage have been together 15 times in 25
years. The pre-war and post-war movements have been 5 out of
11, and 5 out of 8, respectively. Apparently areas other than
Louisiana respond more vigorously to price changes. The prac-
tice of resting rice land makes acreage changes impossible except
on border areas where some land remains in other than rice use
part of the time.
GAINS FROM LARGE RICE CROPS
The rice farmer is frequently told that every business in the
rice area is solidly behind improved agricultural conditions and a
better living in the rural sections, or that the welfare of the area
depends upon the welfare of the rice farmers. Probably farmers
are coming to realize the grossness of such statements and the real
intent of these friendly interests. Other businesses are for agri-
culture when they can make more money for their businesses. That
they make more when farmers make more has serious limitations
for certain of the so-called friendly interests. For those who sell
to the farmer, certain gains from prosperous farmers are assured.
For those whose business is in the distributive process of rice, ap-
parently farmers' losses become their gains. Let us elaborate more
fully on this problem.
Eice farmers are indebted for their fixed commitments, and
borrow most of their working capital for each year's operations.
19
This situation in respect to the fixed commitments has existed for
the past nine years. Lending agencies are also in the farm real
estate business and directly connected with loaning working funds
for production as well as marketing. To a limited extent, lending
agencies are also in the rice production business as competitors of
the farmers who secure short time loans from them.
Agencies handling the rice crop are extremely interested in large
crops. If more rice is produced, railroads have more to haul, either
as rough or clean rice or rice products. Truck operators who haul
rice to the railroad loading stations have better opportunity to
recoup for original outlay. Rice buyers, operating on a per bag
commission, are able to handle more bags in large crop years. Ware-
housemen make more if their warehouse space is all in use rather
than idle, and if more bags pass through their hands either for
original producer or intermediate buyer. Dealers in sacks, twine,
fuels, and other articles used in the rice crop are able to get a bet-
ter inventory turnover and relatively less carryover at the close of
each year's business. Teamsters hiring out for harvest find the
demand more vigorous in order that each farmer may save his
crop. Retailers of seed and fertilizer are in a more favorable light
when the goal of agitation is one of expanded production through
increased intensity of outlay application.
Wholesale and retail prices of rice and rice products change
much less rapidly than farm prices and seldom, if ever, is the in-
tensity of change so great. If the intermediate agencies handling
the rice from the time it leaves the farmer until it reaches the con-
sumer also change their unit charge equally slowly, then effects of
increased supply react chiefly upon the farmer's price. There is
little or no inducement for consumption to change if retail prices
are unaltered. At any rate, if the larger supplies would cause the
retail and wholesale prices to sag after a few years, the consumer
would benefit by the larger supplies.
In the case of rice the farmers are the sufferers for size of crop
changes and its effects upon prices which farmers receive. This
is the farmers' fault to the extent that annual acreage changes are
determining the annual supplies. Since the farmers' price tends
to decline more rapidly than increased production in years of rela-
20
tively large supplies, this means little more than getting a lesser
share out of every consumer dollar spent for rice, and these busi-
nesses so dependent upon the welfare of the rice farmers get a large
share, the reason for their deep interest in the welfare of agricul-
ture. The well known fact that the farmer's interest and that of
his friendly sympathizers is diametrically opposed in nearly all
business transactions needs clarification and further exposition.
Turning again to the farmer's situation, the technologist points
to the fact that the farmer reduces his cost per unit by getting an
increased number of units per acre. Quite true, though seldom if
ever does he get as much as the increase indicates, even on the
amount produced before any increase is obtained. Furthermore
the technologist, in looking with joy at the gain to the individual,
fails to see the effect upon all individuals, especially those not get-
ting the added units. The discussion which follows presents the
data available from which the foregoing statements are drawn.
While these data are incomplete and not entirely inclusive for the
many points involved, they serve as a guide to the situation. Also,
high yields per acre from conscious efforts are not a definite meas-
ure of living conditions being obtained. Finally, the lowered cost
to produce, which every one except the farmer cites as reason for
lowered price, comes out of shrinkage in labor's share and past
fixed commitments, rather than out of current purchasable sup-
plies. It is true that the price trend of products which farmers buy
is downward, but at this time it is approximately 25 per cent
higher than prices for the products he sells, the most favorable
for the farmer than it has been in the past ten years.
THEORETICAL RELATIONSHIPS
In order to establish a point of view with regard to size of crop
and farmers' purchasing power, a theoretical situation is assumed,
using the actual acreage of rice in Louisiana for 1929 and the acre-
age on the farms studied. Increases in yield per acre are assumed
at the rate of one to four bags from an average yield of seven bags.
Had average yields of eight or nine bags been used, the loss re-
ported for all the area would have increased, and for the specific
area decreased. Otherwise no significant differences would have
occurred, even to the extent of short supplies in areas outside of
21
Louisiana. The objective is to point out a common fallacy in
measuring profitableness of returns due to increased physical pro-
duction when price behavior is disregarded.
The acreages for area not studied and area studied were 465,773,
and 25,227, respectively. Beginning with an average yield of seven
bags on the total acreage, the yield has been increased by one bag
#
per acre on the area studied, while no change in production
takes place in the area not studied. The price per bag has been
arrived at by the method discussed under supply and price rela-
tionships. Attention is called to the use of two different sets 'or
series of prices, the "usual method" of a flat rate for all increases,
and the decreasing price with increasing yield and supply. The
"usual method" of stating prices and added returns is one followed
in practically all agronomic experiments with varieties, fertilizers,
quality factors, and others where checks are used. A display is
made of the added profits or returns over the check due to increased
production at a constant price. When the price remains the same
for each increased physical production, the correct assumption must
be that no one will adopt the practice. If, however, the intent is
an adoption of the practice, then it will be impossible to secure the
price obtained before the increased production was achieved. The
complete problem is presented in Table V. Comparisons are made
in adjoining columns of the significant facts. Added cost to cover
added yield is based upon extra outlays at the same rate which pre-
vailed under average yield conditions. This outlay amounts to
approximately 60 cents per bag. Small variations in this item
would not change the relative situation.
The comparison which needs emphasis is that between gain and
loss to the farmers getting the increase and those not getting the
increase, when the "usual method" and when probable behavior
are used. It will be noticed that substantial and encouraging re-
sults may be shown for the farmers getting the increase, a rather
simple phenomenon after all, but larger losses are sustained by
those not getting the increased yield due to a small decline in price
per unit resulting from the supply added by those getting increased
yield. The agronomic experiments show the favorable return, the
net purchasing power of the industry shows the losses. Thus a
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favorable increase per farm by the "usual method" of $1,000 to
$4,000 really is a net loss of $700 to $3,000. In periods of rela-
tively short supplies of rice, a knowledge of improved practices
for increasing yield would add to the farmers' purchasing power;
in periods of relatively large supplies, a knowledge of improved
practices leading to increased yield quickens the competition and
prolongs the adverse position.
INVESTMENT CLASSIFICATION
Investments for rice farming are much higher than most types
of farming in Louisiana. The chief causes of variations for differ-
ent systems of farming are due to ownership of an irrigation outfit,
and the total acres of land. Naturally high investment require-
ments have limited possible competitors for the land to those able
to amass a large amount of capital. This condition has been favor-
able for the rice farming area in many instances, because it has
eliminated the farmer lacking in ability and capacity to handle a
volume of business which a large rice acreage would normally make
possible.
According to the 1925 census, estimates of the real estate in-
vestment, that is, land and building, amounted to 83 per cent of
the total investment on farms in the four leading rice producing
parishes. The inflated prices of the war period and the quickness
and sureness of a rice crop drove the land price up quickly. Those
who chose unwisely then are now trying to pay for high priced land
with low priced products. But this situation is similar to that
under which much of agriculture is struggling.
The average increase in investment for an irrigation outfit
amounted to $4,000 to $7,000. This does not represent new outfits,
but typical conditions for existing plants. Such an investment
amounted to about 20% of the total on the smallest farms and
10% on the largest farms. Total investment needs and the classifi-
cation by items are presented in Table VI. Farmers with irrigation
plants had above the average investment in all items. An average
for all owner-operated rice farms is presented in Table VII. The
investment in irrigation outfit has been omitted in order to make
comparisons more nearly similar to size of farm.
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Tenant farmers have relatively less invested in each item of
the classification than do owners. However, their machinery and
equipment more nearly approach owners than other items of their
property. This may be explained by the importance of having
adequate machinery to operate the rice acreage even though no
investment funds are available to carry over supplies or keep live-
stock. The difference between tenant and owner investments for
the larger farms shows this condition more distinctly (Table VIII)
.
GROSS INCOME AND EXPENDITURES
SOURCES OF INCOME
The income from the actual sales of rice was approximately
90 per cent of the gross income on the farms studied. Those farm-
ers operating the smallest units diversified more, consequently
received only 87.4 per cent from rice, whereas 91.5 per cent was
secured from rice on the farms having over 300 acres. Eice sales
amounted to slightly over 97 per cent of the total crop sales on
the average, with the smallest farms showing only 94.7 per cent
of the crop sales from that source. The tendency for rice sales to
form a higher per cent of the gross income in Acadia Parish is
shown in Table IX.
TABLE VI.
AVERAGE INVESTMENT FOR OWNER OPERATED RICE FARMS,
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
AVERAGE INVESTMENT PER FARM
Acres of Rice
per Farm
Number
of
Farms
Real
Estate
Live- M achinery Feed
stock and and
<
Total*
Equipment Supplies
0-100
101-200
201-300
16
40
25
20
$10,107
18,120
24,924
35,963
$ 974 $ 843 $124 $12,048
1,459 1,783 261 21,623
2,137 2,680 348 30,089
3,836 3,189 506 43,494
Exclusive of Investment in Irrigation Outfit.
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TABLE VII.
AVERAGE INVESTMENT ON RICE FARMS HAVING PUMPING
OUTFITS, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA
AND JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
AVERAGE INVESTMENT PER FARM
Acres of Rice Real Live- Machinery Feeds Pumping
Estate stock and and Outfit
Equipment Supplies
0-100 $16,695 $1,361 $2,044 $301 $5,250
101-200 20,883 1,586 2,052 252 4,068
201-300 33,704 2,603 3,264 384 6,562
301-over 43,537 5,139 5,251 745 6,092
TABLE VIII.
AVERAGE INVESTMENT ON TENANT OPERATED RICE FARMS,
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
AVERAGE INVESTMENT PER FARM
Acres of Rice Number Live- Machinery Feed Total
of stock and and
Farms Equipment Supplies
0-100 6 $ 739 $ 590 $ 29 $1,358
101-200 11 1,261 1,510 68 2,839
201-300 4 1,038 2,106 193 3,337
301-over 2 878 2,441 429 3,747
TABLE IX.
PER CENT OF GROSS INCOME AND CROP SALES FROM RICE,
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Per Cent Gross Income From Rice Sales
Acres of Rice Per Cent Crop
per Farm Acadia Jeff. Davis Total Sales From Rice
Parish Parish
0-100 87.2 90.4 87.4 94.7
101-200 92.1 89.6 90.5 97.7
201-300 91.9 88.8 90.3 97.6
301-over 92.9 90.4 91.5 97.4
In addition to rice sales the seed rice carried over for the next
crop accounted for most of the increase in inventory for feeds and
supplies (Table VI). This item is of little significance in gross
income as it only amounts to about one per cent of the rice sales.
The relative importance of livestock enterprises as a source of in-
20
come may be ascertained from an examination of data in Tables
X and XI. The income from livestock is from four to seven per
cent of crop sales. This data, however, is the balance, as livestock
purchases for replacement and improvements are already deducted,
whereas crop sales are gross amounts at the actual price received.
Gross sales of rice varied from an average of $3,180 on farms of
less than 101 acres of rice to $17,333 on farms of over 300 acres.
TABLE X.
SOURCES OF GROSS INCOME, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF
FARM, ACADIA PARISH, 1929.
AVERAGE PER FARM
Acres of Rice Number Crops Live- Other Inventory Total
per Farm of Farms stock Sources Increase Income
0-100 20 $ 3,414 $146 $101 $ 38 $3,699
101-200 20 7,989 216 162 92 8,459
201-300 14 13,300 289 . 232 146 13,976
301-over 10 17,084 223 593 112 18,012
TABLE XI.
SOURCES OF GROSS INCOME, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF
FARM, JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISH, 1929.
AVERAGE PER FARM
Acres of Rice —-—
per Farm Number Crops Live- Other Inventory Total
of Farms stock Sources Increase Income
0-100 2 $ 2,769 $239 $ 0 $ 0 $ 3,008
101-200 31 7,942 517 147 81 8,687
201-300 15 11,534 676 359 275 12,844
301-over 12 18,395 779 326 234 19,734
The gross addition for livestock, the amount above replacement
and improvements, amounted to 18.3 cents per bag of rice pro-
duced, or 14.7 cents per barrel. On such a basis of comparison it
becomes evident that getting a few cents more per barrel of rice
offers as much chance for increased gross income as producing live-
stock.
Income from "other sources" includes team hire, tractor hire
outside contract threshing, and supplying irrigation water for othei
rice growers. The two latter items comprise most of this source.
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EXPENDITURES
Iii order to get comparable situations for items of outlay on
rice farms, it was necessary to divide the farms into groups ac-
cording to tenure and source of irrigation water because land and
water rentals have been included as a part of the current crop year
outlay. In arriving at gross income, all the rice produced was con-
sidered income to the operator. Under expenditures the share*
given for water, seed, and land rentals are treated as current out-
lays. After classification for the above facts had been made, data
were assembled for owner-operated farms paying: water rent and
those operating irrigation plants. The number of farmers operat-
ing a pumping plant and having less than 101 acres of rice was
insufficient to be used in getting comparative results, as was also
the number of tenants.
Current outlays represent actual outlays rather than estimated
allowances for water rent and real estate maintenance. Variations
will occur even after certain selection has been made to eliminate
major differences. This will be seen in the paying of water and
land rent by farmers, due to extra land used or the need of more
water than they were able to supply from their irrigation plants.
The distribution of items of outlay for farms of different sizes is
presented in Tables XII and XIII. It will be noted that the total
current expenditures for farmers paying water rent increased more
rapidly than did such expenditures for farmers operating their own
irrigation plant. Part of this difference is due to the overhead out-
lay for irrigation plants, items not included here. Economies of
irrigation from individual plants on larger sized farms is another
significant factor.1
For the owner operator farmers paying water rent, the average
outlay of current expenses varied from $2,678 on farms of less
than 101 acres to $12,834 on farms of more than 300 acres of rice.
A few significant changes in direction of expenditures may be
noted for different sized farm groups. As the average size of farm
increased, wages and perquisites, fuel, oil and grease, and land
rent increased; and cropper labor, feed, auto, real estate main-
tenance, and taxes decreased relative to size. But some noticeable
1 The discussion of irrigation systems is presented as a separate
report of this study.
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changes appear in the relative outlays for different sized farms
when the farmer operated an irrigation plant. Wages and perqui-
sites, machinery repairs, fuel, oil and grease, and real estate taxes
were relatively more important, and land and water rent much
less significant.
TABLE XII.
CURRENT EXPENDITURES BY RICE FARMERS PAYING WATER
RENT FOR IMPORTANT ITEMS, ACCORDING TO
SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA AND JEFFERSON
DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
ACRES OF RICE PER FARM
Items of 0 101 201 301
Expenditure to to to and
100 200 300 over
Wages and Perquisites 145 $598 $1,523 $1,884
Cropper Labor 152 56 90 250
Other Labor... 1 23 2 4
Machinery Repairs 96 224 354 525
Real Estate Maintenance 42 120 117 106
Fence Repairs 21 33 60 49
Feed 166 381 447 443
Fertilizer 42 162 191 362
Seed and Trees (Not rice seed) 29 15 26 21
Fuel, Oil and Grease 131 215 535 745
Auto for Farm Use 99 160 239 93
Rice Crop:
Seed 162 127 340 844
Twine 38 64 94 153
Sacks 116 209 356 582
Storage..... 42 79 75 286
Hauling 50 56 120 98
Insurance 0 9 13
Other 138 141 229 252
Water Rent 765 1,312 2,121 3,522
Land Rent 195 532 1,346 1,807
Real Estate Taxes 207 271 339 562
Miscellaneous 41 89 74 237
Total $2,678 $4,876 $8,691 $12,834
Number of Farms 12 14 11 8
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TABLE XIII.
CURRENT EXPENDITURES BY RICE FARMERS OPERATING
IRRIGATION PLANTS FOR IMPORTANT ITEMS, AC-
CORDING TO SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Acres of Rice per Farm
Items of ' 101 201 301
Expenditure to to and
200 300 over
Wages and Perquisites $959 $1,607 $2,116
81 222 407
Other Labor 62 56 0
' 277 399 426
Real Estate Maintenance 175 257 201
Fence Repairs 51 70 150
Feed 285 416 364
Fertilizer 234 304 330
Seed and Trees (Not Rice Seed) 25 39 41
Irrigation Plant :
Fuel and Oil 317 372 477
Electricity 221 495 1,012
64 168 150
Fuel, Oil and Grease 314 571 649
Auto for Farm Use 191 190 116
Rice Crop:
Seed 165 282 464
Twine 88 133 174
vSacks 284 416 553
Storage 101 245 380
Hauling 101 85 200
Insurance 21 45 48
Other 136 53 47
Water Rent 23 0 170
Land Rent 177 265 160
Real Estate Taxes 408 658 785
Miscellaneous 82 135 119
Total $4,842 $7,483 $9,539
Number of Farms 26 14 12
LAND USE BY CROPS
It has been pointed out previously that rice occupied about 94
per cent of the crop area handled by the farmers interviewed in
1929. This includes the resting land which may be cropped with
cotton, corn, or legumes during the idle year for rice. A few farm-
ers grow rice two years in succession and let the land lay out for
two years. Attempts to grow rice for more than one year without
resting the land have proven unsatisfactory from an income stand-
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point and is only done when financial pressure is such that the
farmer feels he must get a certain sum out of the land at present
or he will lose all real estate commitments. Farmers are certainly
aware of the evils which will ultimately result from over cropping
with rice.
Eice occupied from 81 to 90 per cent of the land tilled in 1929.
Cotton acreage was second in importance and occupied about 50 to
70 per cent of the remaining tilled land. Corn occupied about half
of the tilled land devoted to the minor crops. The acreage per farm
of the leading crops is presented in Table XIV. Other crops in-
cluded sweet potatoes, legumes and a few truck crops. There was
little indication from the data in this study that diversification
for crops was profitable. This is probably the best explanation of
the present diversification status (Table XV).
The much debated legume crop question was studied in so far
as the sample permitted. Only twenty-five of the farmers inter-
viewed were growing legumes in 1929. The average acreage per
farmer was 7.5 in Acadia and 15.8 in Jefferson Davis. The acre-
age of legumes increased as the size of farm increased. General
conditions of these farms will be discussed under yield per acre.
On the smaller rice farms the tendency was greater to grow wage
cotton rather than use share tenants. Of the 51 farmers operating
over 200 acres of rice, 16 of them had no cotton and nine grew
wage cotton. About 50 per cent of all the farmers grew corn. The
usual practice was to give the share tenant some corn as well as
cotton land.
TABLE XIV.
USE OF CROP LAND ON RICE FARMS OF DIFFERENT SIZES,
ACADIA AND JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Average Acreage per Farm (All Farms)
Size of Farm Number Other
of Farms Rice Cotton Corn Crops
0-100 22 75.3 10.3 3.5 3.4
101-200 51 154.2 10.7 3.9 9.2
201-300 29 249.0 22.2 3.2 4.8
301-over 22 385.6 20.8 10.2 10.3
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TABLE XV.
NUMBER OF FARMERS GROWING CROPS OTHER THAN RICE
ACCORDING TO THE SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Number of Farmers Growing:
Size of Total Number —
Farm of Farms Cotton Corn OtherCrops
0-100 22 17 11 19
101-200 51 36 22 34
201-300 29 20 14 23
301
-over 22 15 13 11
LABOR INCOME
Labor income is used as the measure of success in the farm
business. The method used here in determining labor income dif-
fers from that frequently employed in that current rentals for
land and water were considered deductable expenditures rather
than the farmers' estimate of the investment in real estate and
pumping outfit and the current outlays for pumping plant opera-
tion and real estate maintenance. The investment estimate was
secured for purposes other than that of determining labor income.
In determining labor income a charge for land and water rent was
made of two-fifths of the rice crop and one-fourth of the other
crops. Minor adjustments were necessary for a few individual
farmers getting their land slightly lower and furnishing the labor
for repairing the improvements, or where an operator also rented
the land with seed and water furnished for one-half the crop. Some-
times even the land and pumping outfit were rented together with
the operator furnishing all the outlay for the irrigation plant.
These were adjusted to conform with the usual rental scheme.
The above method of arriving at income favored the farmers
having excessive pasture lands in 1929, for the returns from such
lands were not included in the rent. Few instances were found
where such lands could command rentals. Bather, farmers short
of livestock were anxious to get sufficient stock from neighbors to
keep down weeds and grass, especially on rice land laying out. The
amount of pasture land other than that resting for rice use was
small and not especially significant in the study. Every induce-
ment was given to show returns from livestock in the labor income.
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Labor incomes were enhanced considerably in 1929 due to
favorable yields and prices, a happy situation in Louisiana. The
most important factor affecting income, obviously, is the acreage
of rice handled. Yield per acre increased with income but, other
than land claim, was largely outside the control of the operator
so far as any dominant tendency was concerned. It is true that
price differences for varieties were not sufficient to offset antici-
pated yield margins. But this factor will be discussed at length
under yield per acre and the relation to income. The reader is
warned against playing up the yield per acre in its almost con-
stant relationship to higher income. It means nothing more than
the truism if a farmer is given more he makes more. Land prices
should reflect part of that increased productivity, but the turnover
of rice lands is very slow at the present time.
Labor incomes varied from $285 on the farms handling an
average of 75.3 acres to $3,096 on farms handling an average of
385.6 acres of rice. These two groups had the lowest average yield
per acre, being 9.8 and 10.3 bags respectively. The average for all
farms was 203.4 acres of rice, an average yield per acre of 10.7
bags of rice, and a labor income of $1,638. These data are pre-
sented for the various size groups in Table XVI. The variation
between parishes is quite marked, due chiefly to differences in
acres of rice per farm. In Acadia Parish the average acreage of
rice per farm in the study was 185.1 compared to 223.0 in Jef-
ferson Davis, and their respective yields per acre were 10.5 and
10.9 bags. Approximately 50 per cent higher labor incomes were re-
ceived in Jefferson Davis Parish, $1,976 compared to $1,324.
TABLE XVI.
ASSOCIATION BETWEEN ACRES OF RICE, YIELD PER ACRE
AND LABOR INCOME, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM,
ACADIA AND JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Acres of Rice i I Number Average Average Average
per Farm i of Rice Yield per Labor
\ Farms Acreage Acre, Bags Income
O-ioo 22 75.3 9.8 $285
101-200 51 154.2 11.2 1,379
20 -300 29 249.0 10.9 2,016
30-over Z. 22 385.6 10.3 3,096
Ml FarmS:Z 124 203.4 10.7 1,638
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PRICES RECEIVED AND LABOR INCOME
Marked variations in the average price per barrel were found
for the different sized groups. The smallest group, farmers operat-
ing less than 101 acres of rice, received the lowest price per barrel
as well as the lowest yield per acre. Farmers operating the largest
sized farms, over 300 acres of rice, received the next lowest aver-
age price per barrel as well as next to the lowest yield per acre.
Bank in price per barrel and weighted average yield per acre were
directly correJated.
The average price per barrel for all varieties was $3.67. This
price was four cents above the average December 1 farm price
(preliminary) reported for the Louisiana rice area.1 The spread
in average price for the size groups was from $3.55 to $3.73.
When the farms were grouped according to the relative labor
income for the size group in which each fell, the effect of price
becomes more apparent. Those farmers getting less than 51 per
cent of the average income for their size group secured an average
price per barrel of $3.46, or 21 cents below the average for all
farmers. Those farmers securing over 50 per cent above the aver-
age of their group received $3.83, or 16 cents a barrel more than
the average for all farmers.
Rough estimates may be made of the effect of price changes
upon labor income by direct reduction of the amount of gross in-
come obtained. The result for the farms studied is presented in
Table XVII, using the average price for all groups, and prices of
a definitely lower level. It may be seen that a decline of 20 cents
per barrel would reduce the labor earnings for the highest income
group 30 per cent.
1 Yearbook, United States Department of Agriculture, Page 671.
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TABLE XVII.
ACTUAL LABOR INCOME, AND PROBABLE CHANGES IN LABOR
INCOME FROM ASSUMED PRICES FOR RICE, AC-
CORDING TO SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
PROBABLE LABOR INCOME USING
Actual Average Decrease in the 1929 Price
Acres of Rice Labor Price for Received of
Income All Farms—
1929 —$.10 —$.15 —$.20
0-100 .... $ 285 $ 396 $194 $149 $103
101-200... 1,379 1,252 1,265 1,058 951
201-300 2,016 1,917 1,671 1,513 1,445
301 -over 3,096 3,422 2,605 2,360 2,114
RICE YIELD PER ACRE
Individual farmers are especially interested in getting higher
yields per acre than their neighbors. This is true of all crops.
Sometimes better producing land may be secured relatively cheaper
than poor producing land—producing power here measured in units
of physical product harvested. If the rice farmer has to pay for
good land in proportion to its contribution to yield, he may not find
it any more profitable than land giving a lower yield per acre.
With r,ice the chief problems of yield concern varieties grown, fer-
tilizer practices, and sources of seed planted. The first two are
much more agitated than the latter, partly because seed selling
agencies are less active in their search for the surplus earnings of
rice farmers than are fertilizer selling agencies.
For detailed study of yield per acre it is necessary to keep in-
dividual varieties separate with respect to acreage, yield, price,
fertilizer practice, and seed used. Little attempt was made to de-
termine the association between the above factors, due to the limited
sample and the comparative economic insignificance of some of
them. For general comparisons, the weighted yield per acre by
farms has been used. In studying the individual varieties, acre-
age has been classified according to varieties rather than by farms.
The average yield per acre and price per barrel according to lead-
ing varieties is presented in Table XVIII. The farmers' idea of
the variety grown has been used and represents a fairly accurate
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basis of classification. Those expressing any doubt about the va-
riety of a particular strain like Blue Eose were not included.
Fortuna was the highest yielding variety with Greater Improved
Blue Eose and Early Prolific about even for second highest yield.
Supreme Blue Eose was the lowest yielding variety. Data on a
few other varieties in the area were insufficient to get satisfactory
comparisons. These included Edith, Lady Wright, and Blue Stem.
The location of the leading varieties shows the preference now
existing in the area studied. Yields in Jefferson Davis Parish
were slightly higher than in Acadia and prices reported were slight-
ly lower on the average.
TABLE XVIII.
YIELD PER ACRE AND PRICE PER BARREL, ACCORDING TO
THE VARIETY OF RICE, ACADIA AND JEFFER-
SON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Acadia ;—
-Jefferson Davis-
Number Yield Price Number Yield Price
VARIETY of per per of per per
Farms Acre, Barrel, Farms Acre, Barrel,
Bags Dollars Bags Dollars
Early Prolific 25 1.0.8 $3.67 10 .11.2 $3.66
Fortuna 4 11.2 3.63 28 11.8 3.44
Greater Improved
Blue Rose 9 11.0 3.88 21 11.0 3.69
Old Blue Rose 37 10.6 3.75 3 3.72
Supreme Blue Rose ?0 9.4 3.88 18 9.9 3.69
The price per barrel by varieties indicates the problem chiefly
neglected by farmers as a group, though keenly considered by
individuals. Rather than being taken as final, it suggests the
need of further study as to the effect of increased yields upon the
price which individual farmers get for specific varieties. There is
marked indication that all farmers get less purchasing power in
years of relatively large crops and this loss must be taken by farm-
ers, equally or according to their relative supplies. Actually or
accidentally, the lowest price in every instance was in the parish
getting the highest yield per acre of that variety.
On the basis of the data presented above (Table XVIII), the
highest income per acre from rice was obtained from Greater Im-
proved Blue Rose in Acadia Parish ' and from Early Prolific in
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Jefferson Davis Parish. Supreme Blue Eose returned the lowest
gross. Except for Supreme Blue Rose, the other varieties returned
a gross income, on the average, within the range of $3.75 per acre
of each other, a rather insignificant variation. Eice farmers will
not continue to grow Supreme Blue Eose for its high milling quality
if 1929 yields and price differentials prevail. This would indicate
that the tendency towards lower milling quality of the Louisiana
rice is due to the relatively unprofitableness of the high quality
rice. Farmers, however, expressed the opinion that margins for
the milling quality in Supreme Blue Eose in 1929 were less than
they had received in the immediately previous years. No data are
available to substantiate this opinion or to compare relative prices
of the different varieties for a series of years and for different
conditions of supply. Current opinions on price decline traceable
to inferior quality may get another idea of the consequences of
expanded inferior quality production and its apparent profitable-
ness to some farmers at the expense of the industry.
Individual variations between farms is usually cited as reason-
able for small differences in yield and price. In order to control
these variations, a comparison has been made of all varieties, by
groups, including in each group only farms growing the two groups
compared and the prices which they received for each variety. This,
procedure eliminated all farmers growing a single variety. There
is still the error which results from differences in seed used, plant-
ing dates, flooding depths, soil differences, time of selling, and other
practices, but no differences sufficiently tangible to tabulate were
possible for these factors. The results of this tabulation are pre-
sented in Table XIX. Some marked variations in yield and price
occur for the same variety in different compared groups. How-
ever, the same price and yield tendency prevails in most instances.
YIELD AND FERTILIZER PRACTICE
The activity of fertilizer agencies in the rice area is normal
where farmers are relatively prosperous, even though the attempts
to make substantial showings from fertilizer practices are mostly
unsuccessful. Eeports are available from a reliable source on re-
sults of controlled experimental work with rotation and fertilizer
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applications. 3 These have not increased yields for individuals suf-
ficiently to definitely justify the application. Farmers have been
using fertilizer, chiefly the 15-0-6 analysis, on rice and will con-
tinue the practice, with small expansion in prospect. The use
of commercial fertilizer is more pronounced in Jefferson Davis
than in Acadia Parish. Increases due to fertilizer were doubted
by many farmers, even among those who have followed the practice
several years. This is due to the stimulus of higher yield pros-
TABLE XIX.
RICE YIELD PER ACRE AND PRICE PER BARREL ON THE
SAME FARMS BY SPECIFIC VARIETIES, ACADIA
AND JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Varieties Yield per Price per Difference
Compared* Acre,Bags Barrel, Dollars Yield Price
Bags
Early Prolific 11.7 3.69 +.17
Fortuna 12.3 3.52 + .6
Early Prolific 10.2 3.67 +1.0
Supreme Blue Rose 9.2 3.81 +
. 14
Early Prolific : 11.2 3.71 + .1
Greater Improved Blue Rose 11.1 3.88 +.17
Early Prolific 10.4 3.66 — .1
Old Blue Rose 10.5 3.73 +.77
Fortuna 12.2 3.42 +2.0
Supreme Blue Rose 10.2 3 . 74 +
. 32
Fortuna 11.5 3.27 +1.2
Greater Improved Blue Rose 10.3 3 . 48 +.21
Fortuna 11.6 3 . 64 — .1
Old Blue Rose 11.7 3.78 +.14
Supreme Blue Rose 9.2 3.79 —2.4
Old Blue Rose 11.6 3 . 84 +
. 05
Supreme Blue Rose 10 . 1 3 . 84 — 1.2
Greater Improved Blue Rose 11.3 3.82 — . 02
*The two varieties compared in each instance were grown on the same
farms, though the same farms may not necessarily be included in each
comparison of a given variety.
pects for a comparatively small outlay in the total farm business.
It is a fortunate thing for the rice area that no noticeable increases
in yield are possible. Should a practice be introduced at this time
which would increase the yield on the farms studied of one bag
per acre, the effect would be a loss to the entire rice producers ap-
1 Annual report Rice Investigations—J. M. Jenkins, Crowley, Lou-
isiana.
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proximately twice as great as the directly visible gain to those get-
ting the increases. However, the fact that areas outside of Louisi-
ana have higher yields per acre makes competition for the total out-
put disastrously keen.
TABLE XX.
FERTILIZATION PRACTICES, YIELD PER ACRE, AND PRICE
PER BARREL, BY VARIETIES, ACADIA AND JEF-
FERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Rice Fertilized Rice Not Fertilized
Variety No. Yield, Fertil- Price No. Yield, Price
of Bags izer, per of Bags per
Farms Pounds Barrel Farms Barrel
Early Prolific 15 11.3 100 $3.70 21 10.7 $3.65
18 12.3 101 3.44 6 11.2 3.43
Greater Improved
10.9 3.77Blue Rose 24 11.0 108 3.75 7
Old Blue Rose 16 11.1 98 3.80 23 10.4 3.71
Supreme Blue Rose... 22 9.7 109 3.77 15 9.2 3.79
A comparison of }'ields between farmers using fertilizer and
those not using fertilizer, influence of factors other than variety
not eliminated, is presented in Table XX. For each variety the
yield per acre was higher for the farmers using fertilizer on their
rice crop. Except for Fortuna, the difference varied from .1 to .7
bags per acre. For the two early varieties of rice and for Old Blue
Eose the farmers using fertilizer secured higher average prices for
their rice, the range being 1 to 9 cents per barrel. In the case of
Greater Improved and Supreme Blue Rose, the price per barrel
averaged two cents lower. These price and yield differences are
comparatively insignificant.
YIELD AND SIZE OF FARM
The technological solution for farmer difficulties agitated re-
cently is smaller acreages and higher yields per acre, both of which
have failed to show anything satisfactory for rice farmers, due to
maladjustments on small farms and that small farmers get lower
rates of production instead of higher ones. It should be pointed
out at this time that certain sized units of the physical factors of
production combine most efficiently for the maximum physical
volume of production. To change the size may cause little malad-
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justment in one factor, but at the same time introduce serious mal-
adjustment in other factors from the standpoint of the physical
volume of product secured. The farmer should not be interested
in the physical volume of production only, but also the economic
productivity of expenditures going into the various enterprise—
the dollars spent and the dollars recovered.
It has been pointed out in special reports on the irrigation sys-
tems and on the use of power machinery that increased rice area
and power operations are about the only ways farm operators have
of increasing their labor earnings to any extent. In too many in-
stances where labor earnings are low, the land in rice fails to give
sufficient annual use to labor and machinery available. But the
argument may be presented that these small organizations are
balanced because management and capital are limited. Such is
true in many instances and the outcome will be one of low absolute
incomes and a small volume of purchasing power. The possibility
of a high income excludes any such proper combination of factors
having so small a magnitude. Developing capable management will
be a forward step in improving the labor income situation.
TABLE XXI.
LABOR INCOME ACCORDING TO YIELD PER ACRE, ACADIAAND JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Number of Farms
Average Average
Yield per Acre, Bags Yield 0-100 101- 201- 301- Labor
per Acre 200 300 over Income
Less than 8.5 7 .7 6 1 1 - 4 $ 425
8.5—9.4 9 .0 1 9 4 3 927
9.5—10.4 10 .0 9 9 7 3 1,505
10.5—11.4 11..0 3 8 7 8 1,934
11.5—12.4 12. 1 2 13 5 1 1,644
12.5—Over 13. 2 1 11 5 3 2,766
$1,638Totals and Average 10. 7 22 51 29 22
The distribution of farms by sizes, according to the yield per
acre, and the average labor income by yield groups is presented in
Table XXI. The smallest farmers were getting the lowest yields
per acre and the largest farmers were next lowest. A few differ-
ences in practices are presented, some of which have a traceable
bearing on the variation. The two lowest yield per acre groups had
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the highest per cent of their rice land in late rice, and the group
of farmers operating less than 101 acres of rice had predominately
Old Blue Eose. Acres per farm studied were larger in Jefferson
Davis Parish. More of the farmers operating larger farms used
fertilizer than did small farm operators. Also, a higher percentage
of the larger farmers planted purchased seed and cleaned the seed
before planting.
Another point of view on this problem of yield per acre and
its relation to income concerns farmers operating a given area or
within an arbitrarily established group. A classification of farms
into high and low yield per acre divisions within each size group
is presented in Table XXII. These data indicate nothing new in
respect to the general notion of yield and income, namely, that
farmers operating similar acreages, the higher the yield per acre,
the higher the labor income. The significant factor here is the
amount of business a farmer is fixed to do. These data indicate
that it is more profitable for the farmers operating about 400
acres of rice at an average yield of 8.8 bags per acre than any av-
erage acreage below that at even the highest yield per acre ob-
tained. Likewise, farmers operating over 100 acres of rice have
a much greater chance at a higher income, even with the lowest
average yield, than do farmers with less than 101 acres and getting
the highest yield.
TABLE XXII.
VARIATIONS IN LABOR INCOME FOR DIFFERENT AVERAGE
YIELDS, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARMS, ACADIA
AND JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Average Average Average
Number Yield Acres of Labor
Farms per Acre, Rice Income
Bags
8.6 76.1 $ 238.45
10.9 74.6 331.73
9 4 148.0 1,053.59
11.3 159.8 1,113.18
12.9 154.9 1,968.53
9.7 246.7 1,747.33
12.1 251.6 2,303.00
8.8 386.6 2,188.82
11.8 384.6 4,004.00
Size of Farm
0-100 11
11
101-200 17
17
17
201-300 15
14
301 -over H
11
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RICE YIELD AND THE LEGUME CROP
Increased rice yields by the use of legume crops have been se-
cured in controlled experiments whereas lower yields were secured
from the application of commercially mixed fertilizers. 1 The ex-
periment just cited differs from the farmers' practice because rela-
tively little of the rice is grown on the same land continuously for
any period. Special effort was made to find out what farmers'
opinions are concerning the growing of legumes on their farms.
It appears at the present time that the practice is still in the ex-
perimental stage. The farmers interviewed were not enthusiastic
about legumes for rice, due partly, no doubt, to the adverse season
and pests in 1929. It is well to point out that rice is grown under
flat culture, While soybeans are grown in rows, necessitating the
removal and rebuilding of the rice levees.
Twenty-five of the 124 farmers interviewed. grew a legume crop
in 1929. According to the classification used here, these farms
were slightly above the average size of their respective groups.
Their yields of rice per acre were slightly higher than average of
all farms in the group for the farms having less than 201 acres of
rice and slightly lower than average for those with more than 200
acres. With the exception of one group, 201 to 300 acres of rice,
the average labor income for the farmers growing legumes was less
than the average for the corresponding size group. In view of acre-
age and yield per acre conditions, the incomes expected ought to be
higher, indicating the possibility that these farmers are seeking a
way to increase their gross returns, but have failed to get the proper
practice in handling the legume crop. Also, visible cash returns
were secured from the legume crop on five of the twenty-five farms
the total amount for the five being $121. This cash return amounted
to half the original input for seed alone on all the farms growing
legumes.
The farmers' problem in connection with growing legumes is
to make the practice pay its way directly or in subsequent returns.
Considerations other than this are comparatively minor. The
growing of soybeans or cowpeas conflicts seriously with rice for the
1 Report of the Rice Experiment Station for the Years 1928-1929by J. M. Jenkins, Pages 5 and 6.
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man labor supply. This is further substantiated by the fact that
the farmers growing legumes have much greater than average fam-
ily labor supply, indicating the desire to utilize labor which would
otherwise be idle. If row crops are grown on resting land it necessi-
tates an outlay for getting the land smooth and levees constructed
again for rice. These added expense items are frequently neglected
in the computations and need to have more than mere coverage in
physical increase in rice to protect the farmer from legume crop
losses such as those suffered in 1929, in years of low rice prices
when the volume of production is large, and for defraying expenses
in connection with growing the legume crop.
THE LIVESTOCK PROBLEM
Beef cattle and poultry production are extremely favorable side-
lines for rice growers. It is frequently stated among farmers that
beef production is the most profitable enterprise on their farms.
This comes about from the relatively high cash returns per unit
of cash expense involved.
Dairying involves an entirely different combination of resources
than beef production and has little more place on rice farms than
it now occupies. Only three farmers in this study were producing
market milk and these had developed a specific unit of labor, feed,
and investment for their dairy businesses.
Farmers must keep the grass and weeds down on rice land that
is resting. If it were not grazed mowing would be necessary. The
rice straw must also be disposed of in some manner because the
farmer's practice, up to the present time at least, has not made it
desirable for him to spread much of the straw back on the rice land.
It is true that cotton offers a very favorable opportunity for using
rotted rice straw. The possibility of feeding straw for roughing
cattle through the winter period when rice stubble pastures are
not growing, makes the farmer's cattle feeding practice a very in-
expensive one. Of course the feeding value of these products may
be poor, but the farmer is correct in judging according to the alter-
native available for him. Feeds and the feeding practices are good
or bad according to the money income obtained for the outlay fore-
gone, rather than the pounds of gain made.
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Farm incomes may be increased appreciably by skillful man-
agement of livestock production. This expansion in production
appears more promising than that of either rice or cotton because
increased livestock production will probably not be associated with
a more than proportionate decrease in the farm purchasing power
obtained by the farmers from such expansion. The greatest need
in livestock production appears to be that of improving farmer
technique in livestock management in order to conform a little
more closely with what controlled experiments show may be achieved
relative to breeding, rates of reproduction, gains from balanced ra-
tions, and disease control. While it is necessary to recognize the
usual limitations which farmers must place on the application of
controlled livestock experimental results, yet it appears that rice
farmers may effect profitable changes without needing immediate
cash outlays.
LIVESTOCK INVESTMENT
Except for work stock, the changes in investment in livestock
come about chiefly through natural increases. Cash outlays are
chiefly for breeding stock improvement or replacement. In beef
cattle production the common practice is to sell only j^earling calves
and such mature cows as may be replaced by young heifers. Im-
provement is taking place in the breeding of livestock as evidenced
by the purchases of purebred stock during 1929. However, the
practice of rearing most of the breeding stock no doubt has been
responsible for the inferior quality and physical productivity of
much stock in the area. The estimated capital invested in total
and by classes of livestock is presented in Table XXIII.
TABLE XXIII.
INVESTMENT IN VARIOUS CLASSES OP LIVESTOCK
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Average Investment per Farm, Dollars
Acres of Rice Number —
—
'
per Farm of Work
Farms vStock Cattle Sheep Hogs Poultry Total
0-100 22 $424 $361 $0 $57 " $68 5 910
101-200 51 433 ,816 33 42 91 1,417
201-300 29 675 1,054 16 101 140 1,986
301-over 22 802 2,534 23 99 109 3,567
All Farms 124 553 1,096 22 69 101 1,841
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The per cent of the total livestock investment in work stock
decreases rapidly as the size of farm increases. For all farms the
average investment in work stock amounted to 30 per cent, and
cattle about 60 per cent of the total. The investment in cattle
increased with size of farm from 40 per cent on farms of less than
101 acres to 71 per cent on farms of more than 300 acres. The
largest farmers had a relatively smaller amount invested in poul-
try, swine, and sheep. The data indicate that as acres of rice
increase, more cattle and less other stock become the practice.
THE FEEDING PRACTICES
There is much agitation to get farmers in the rice area to adopt
more scientific methods of feeding livestock. The objective is one
of greater income from livestock through more than proportionate
increases in value product. This information has taken several
forms such as reduced numbers and increased feeding, improved
breeding for beef production, use of more land for pasture pur-
poses, and improved quality of products to be marketed. The farm-
er must consider these things in terms of the margin between out-
lays involved and actual returns obtained and the size of the en-
terprise possible. If the farmer has no funds and bankers are not
interested in making loans for livestock production, then any change
involving immediate cash is out of the question. It is in this aspect
of livestock improvement that we find the cause for many continued
practices, rather than in the lack of technical information on the
part of the farmer. The use of borrowed funds for livestock pro-
duction purposes did not prevail so far as this study could deter-
mine.
The farms were divided for each class of livestock into groups
using purchased feed and those feeding only home grown feeds.
It is well to say that little home grown feed is fed other than to
work stock, except the rice roughage, and the screenings which
are used chiefly for poultry. The results secured were not con-
sistent with the prospects of usual recommendations. Two con-
ditions of income measure were considered: (1) the addition to
income from sales and inventory increases; and (2) this same
addition plus the sale price of all products contributed for farm
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use. The latter condition is better for showing the relative posi-
tion of livestock enterprises bnt is highly objectionable if consid-
ering sources of cash income to meet cash obligations during the
year.
The results of these tabulations by size of farms show an ad-
vantage per unit of livestock in favor of the farms not feeding pur-
chased feeds. Income is considered here as the value of produce
for farm use plus the addition to income through sales and inven-
tory increases. The use of purchased feeds permits a larger enter-
prise unit and actually a more profitable one though not so profit-
able per unit of livestock. The inferior results of farm practices
with livestock have been previously mentioned. Data relative to rates
of reproduction and losses of young stock were obtained where
possible. A tabulation of this data for swine and cattle is pre-
sented in Tables XXIV to XXVI. The rates of reproduction for
swine are satisfactory if losses were prevented. The matter of
proper care must not be overlooked, together with other factors
in handling livestock. Losses of pigs ranging from 11.4 per cent
to 22.9 per cent are serious handicaps to be overcome when trying
to make the swine enterprise add something to the farm income.
However, swine production in the rice area needs no further ex-
pansion in view of opportunities offered by beef cattle and poultry.
TABLE XXIV.
CALF PRODUCTION AND LOSSES ON RICE FARMS, ACADIA
AND JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Acadia Jefferson Davis
Parish Parish
Average Cows and Heifers 12 29
87.4 80.5
Per Cent Heifers 12.6 19.5
Per Cent Calf Crop 67.9 57.8
Per Cent Calf Deaths 9.8 13.0
Per Cent Cow and Heifer Deaths 5.6 9.4
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TABLE XXV.
SIZE OF LITTERS AND PIG LOSSES ON RICE FARMS,
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISH, 1929.
—TIME OF FARROWING
Spring Fall Spring and
Only Only Fall
Number of Sows 14 5 7
Total Pigs Farrowed 90 30 88
Total Pig Deaths 20 5 13
Pigs per Litter 6.4 6.0 6.3
Per Cent Pig Losses 22.2 16.7 14.8
TABLE XXVI.
SIZE OF LITTERS AND PIG LOSSES ON RICE FARMS,
ACADIA PARISH, 1929.
TIME OF FARROWING
Spring Fall Spring and
Only Only Fall
Number of Sows 10 10 10.5
70 85 123.0
Total Pig Deaths 16 17 14.0
7.0 8.5 5.9
22.9 20.0 11.4
Rates of reproduction for cattle tended to be lower on larger
farms, indicating possible neglect for an increasing business. Also
deaths of calves as well as mature animals were greater in the
larger herds. This was apparently a result of poor management
as the larger herds tend to be of higher grade stock than are main-
tained on most of the smaller farms. Substantial gains are pos-
sible in combining livestock production with rice, though not to
the extent of reducing rice acreage. Rice farmers should plan
primarily for rice production on a substantial scale for successful
operation. To expand the livestock enterprises the farmers must
get an economical unit of expansion which will fit well with the
outlay for labor and land or they will be disappointed in finding
that expenses involved and foregone in other lines are greater
than immediate returns from the livestock added. Farmers in-
crease their livestock enterprises by buying extra feed. Tabula-
tions showing this result are presented .in Tables XXVII, XXVIII
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and XXIX. The reader is cautioned that this considers only two
factors, size of farm and use of purchased feed. The kind of feed
fed, breed of stock, disease conditions, and other factors are not
eliminated.
LIVESTOCK AND INCOME
In order to compare returns from livestock and labor income,
the farms were grouped according to actual gross addition to in-
come, or the amount above replacements and inventory decreases,
and compared with average labor income for the group. If farms
were of an average size there should be an increase in labor income
as returns from livestock increased. Three farms where charbon
was severe, with losses over $100, and nine farms having receipts
over $1,100 were eliminated. Those farmers making less than
$200 on livestock received the lowest labor income but also handled
the smallest acreages of rice and obtained the lowest yield per
acre on the average. Those making from $201 to $500 from live-
stock had the highest acreages of rice and highest yields per acre
and obtained the highest incomes. Corrected for differences in
rice acreage and yield per acre, there seems to be a small increase
in labor income with gross increases from livestock, though not
a very encouraging amount.
TABLE XXVII.
NUMBER OF CATTLE AND INCOME PER ANIMAL UNIT FROM
SALES AND HOME USE, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF
FARM, ACADIA AND JEFFERSON DAVIS
PARISHES, 1929.
FEEDING PRACTICE
Purchased Feed No Purchased Feed
Acres of Rice ,
per Farm Average No. Income per Average No. Income per
of Animal Units Animal Unit of Animal Units Animal Unit
0-100 11.18 $19.10 7.42 $26.77
101-200 29.17 12.02 19.74 16.89
201-300 30.78 11.56 34.43 16.28
301-over 34.14 9.66 33.17 9.85
48
TABLE XXVIII.
NUMBER OF SWINE AND INCOME PER ANIMAL UNIT FROM
SALES AND HOME USE, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF
FARM, ACADIA AND JEFFERSON DAVIS
PARISHES, 1929.
-FEEDING PRACTICE
Acres of Rice
Purchased Feed No Purchased Feed
per Farm Average No. Income per Average No. Income per
of Animal Units Animal Unit of Animal Units Animal Unit
0-100 1-76 $28.26 1.26 $48.08
101-200 1-90 24.98 .73 82.50
201-300 2.48 43.57 2.09 64.52
301
-over.. 4.29 21.76 1.66 72.82
TABLE XXIX.
NUMBER OF POULTRY AND INCOME PER BIRD FROM SALES
AND HOME USE, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM,
ACADIA AND JEFFERSON DAVIS
PARISHES, 1929.
_ FEEDING PRACTICE—
Purchased Feed No Purchased Feed
^PerFaSr
6
Average No. Income per Average No. Income perpe r rm
of B
5
irds Bird of Birds Bird
~~0-100 100 H
$1.35
101-200 H9 -1-35 76 .48
201-300 195 .82 03
.75
301-over 140 -99 114 Lii
The relatively successful farms, those having labor incomes
51 per cent or more above the average for their size
group, re-
ceived the highest income from livestock, while having only an
average amount of working capital so invested. The group of farm-
ers making labor incomes 51 to 100 per cent below the average for
their group had the highest per cent of their working capital in
livestock and made the highest per cent of their gross income from
livestock sources, but ranked second in gross income from live-
stock. Those farmers making minus labor incomes received 3.98
per cent of their gross income from livestock sources compared to
the average of 4.11 per cent for all farmers and were the median
group in this respect. They were inferior in acreage handled and
yield per acre of rice. Also their gross income from livestock was
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onl3r $223 per farm compared to $400, the average for all farms.
It is well to point out that the inefficiencies causing the low labor
incomes are now being associated with them. The objective is one
of trying to clarify and establish the contributing factors as they
affect labor income. All recommendations for farmers are sup-
posed to do that. Many of them either are unsound in the begin-
ning or are uncontrollable in the farmers' hands.
LAND RENT, REAL ESTATE TAXES, AND LABOR INCOME
It has been previously pointed out that the usual rental in
the rice area is 20 per cent of the crop for land, 20 per cent for
water, and 10 per cent for seed when furnished. For 1929, one^
tenth for seed was about twice what seed would have cost because
of the favorable yield and more favorable price. This rental for
seed is established on the basis of one bag of seed for two acres
planted, which is above the average practice slightly and without
regard to change in prices.
An explanation of the computation of labor income has al-
ready been given (page 31). A comparison of the income by the
use of competitive rental, and estimated valuation and outlays is
presented in Table XXX. No significant difference was secured
when the average of all farms is considered; however, for specific
income groups the difference is inverse between income and esti-
mated valuation and outlay. As labor income increased the rental
basis became relatively lower. The share for land rents in the
rice area has remained practically constant in proportion for many
years.
The total land rent may be assumed as necessary to pay for per-
manent upkeep and repairs, depreciation on improvements, taxes,
and the outlay for purchasing the land. These items, except taxes
and purchase payments, may be easily postponed if rents are not
sufficient to cover them at any time. Taxes are assessed in order
to raise a certain volume of revenue, and for real estate the assess-
ment may be irrespective of rents though relatively the same for
all land owners. A certain uniformity in assessing is followed with
the aim of delivering equal valuation to practically equal portions
of property.
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TABLE XXX.
COMPARISON BETWEEN METHODS OF DETERMINING LABOR
INCOME BY RENTAL AND THE OUTLAY AND
EVALUATION BASIS FOR RICE FARMS
STUDIED, 1929.
Number Labor Income
Income Range of Average Outlay and Dollars
Farms Rental* Evaluation! Difference;
—$3894 to +247 20 —$ 546 —$1,350 —$804
264 to 766 21 561 429 — 132
818 to 1508 21 1,229 1,025 — 204
1521 to 1890 21 1,704 1,419 — 285
1897 to 3076 21 2,467 2,744 276
3130 to 9462 20 4,443 4,934 491
All Farms 124 1,638 1^529 — 109
Rental 2/5 for rice land and water and % for other crops.
t Includes all outlays and depreciation on irrigation outfit and real estate.
JMinus indicates rental basis higher than the outlay and evaluation basis.
The data for assessments was taken from the assessor's books
for the farms studied. The land was assessed at an average of
$28 per acre in Acadia Parish and $36 in Jefferson Davis Parish.
Average total taxes per farm, real estate and movable property,
amounted to $506 in Acadia Parish and $572 in Jefferson Davis
Parish. The movable property tax for tenants was $18 in Acadia
and $17 in Jefferson Davis. The proportion of the assessed valua-
tion in real estate was 92.6 per cent in Acadia and 86.5 per cent
in Jefferson Davis.
A distribution of the taxes paid by source of use is presented
in Table XXXI. The difference in the method of listing in the
two parishes makes the direct comparison for each source impos-
sible. The only tax not common to all farmers is that of drain-
age, which applies only to the drainage district served. Consid-
erable variation occurred in local taxes even for the comparatively
small area studied.
The use of land rent for sources other than taxes is shown by
Table XXXII. Apparently the relative amount of rent absorbed
by real estate taxes decreases as the size of farm increases as well
as the annual loss on building indicated by depreciation, leaving
the per cent of the total rent for land purchase or earnings on in-
vestment higher for larger sized farms.
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TABLE XXXI.
PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL TAX OUTLAY ACCORDING
TO THE SPECIFIED USES, ACADIA AND JEFFER-
SON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
PER CENT OP TOTAL TAX
Source of Tax — _
Acadia Jefferson Davis
Parish Parish
State 14.89 17.80
Parish Highway and School 23 . 95 12.39
Ward Road 8.54
Ward School 26.32 37 . 21
Road District 15.17 25 . 89
Drainage 1.1 , 13 6.71
'Total 100.00 100.00
TABLE XXXII.
PER CENT OF TOTAL LAND RENT FOR DIFFERENT REAL
ESTATE USES, ON RICE FARMS, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
ACRES OF RICE PER FARM
Source of Rent Use 0 101 201 301
to to to and
100 200 300 over
Real Estate Taxes 25 23 19 18
Insurance 12 3 2
Repairs 9 10 7 5
Depreciation 13 n 9 7
Remainder for Other Uses 52 54 62 68
Total 100 100 10 0 100
REAL ESTATE TAXES AND LABOR INCOME
Another measure of tax burden is the relationship between
earnings and payments. Obviously tax assessments do not fluc-
tuate with business conditions, or more specifically, the price of
rice, whereas farm incomes are highly sensitive to it. Since 1929
was a very favorable year, the comparison between incomes and
taxes is much more optimistic than may normally be expected.
Taxes have been included as a part of the current expenses; thus
they have reduced the labor income over what would have been
secured, by an amount equal to the real estate tax. The writer takes
the position that labor income should represent as nearly as possi-
ble an amount for family living, obtained through the efforts of
the operator.
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Taxes on real estate have been expressed as a per cent of the
labor income secured after deducting taxes. Thus the relative, 100,
would indicate that tax paid was just equal to the labor income
after paying the tax, or that the farmer had twice the amount of
his tax before payment. The results of this tabulation for farmers
owning all the land they operated are presented in Table XXXIII.
Again it appears that the small operators have a relatively heavier
tax burden than do the larger operators.
TABLE XXXIII.
PER CENT READ ESTATE TAXES ARE OF LABOR INCOME
FOR FARMERS OWNING ALL THE LAND THEY
OPERATE, ACADIA AND JEFFERSON
DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Number Average Average Per Cent Real
Size of Farm of Real Estate Labor Estate Taxes of
Farms Taxes Income Labor Income
0-100 11 $228 $ 273 83
101-200 26 416 1,077 39
201-300 11 725 2,539 29
10 929 2,886 32
SUMMARY STATEMENTS
1. The price of rice has been more sensitive to supply during
the period 1921-1929 than for the pre-war period. The analysis
indicates that prices change inversely with supply and at a higher
relative rate. This has resulted in a lower farm purchasing power
for large rice crops than for small ones.
2. Previous changes in the December 1 farm price of rice
causes subsequent changes in the acreage devoted to rice and indi-
cate with a high degree of accuracy the direction of the acreage
change but do not give the magnitude of change to be expected.
The indication for acreage outside of Louisiana is higher than
for Louisiana.
3. Since the war the relative price of rice has been below the
average for all farm products seven of the past ten years. In the
extremely short rice crop years of 1924 and 1925 the relative price
of rice was above the retail prices paid by farmers and wholesale
prices of non-agricultural products.
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4. Wholesale and retail prices of rice have been much slower
to change than farm prices and their changes have always been
with less magnitude.
5. The practices leading to increased yield of rice per acre
have tended to quicken competition among growers, apparently to
the benefit of other interests. Increase through the use of improved
varieties is the only method definitely determined by which in-
creased yields may be obtained.
6. The size of the Louisiana rice crop relative to the total
United States crop seems to be a less important factor than total
size of crop in affecting the spread between the December 1 farm
prices for the United States and for Louisiana.
7. The price per barrel for the farms studied was four cents
above the average (preliminary) reported for Louisiana. Farmers
making labor incomes less than 50 per cent of the average for their
respective size groups received 21 cents less per barrel than the
average for all farmers, while those farmers making over 50 per
cent above the average for their size groups received 16 cents per
barrel above the average for all farmers.
8. A decline of 20 cents per barrel in the average price of
rice would reduce labor earnings approximately 30 per cent over
1929.
9. Income from crops other than rice was hazardous under
1929 conditions. Acreage in cotton and gross income from that
source varied inversely with relative labor income for different
sized groups. Losses were reported for corn and legumes in 1929.
10. Acreage in rice was the chief factor determining volume
of business and labor income. Yield per acre was significant
within given size groups but secondary between size groups. Su-
preme Blue Eose was the lowest yielding variety and gave the
lowest average gross return per acre in 1929. Variation in the
gross returns per acre from the four leading varieties other than
Supreme Blue Eose were insignificant.
11. Beef cattle and poultry production offer the most profit-
able utilization of the by-products of rice production, namely, rice
stubble, rice straw, and screenings.
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12. Most of the farmers purchased some feed for work stock.
For other classes of livestock the purchasing of additional feed
permitted the farmers to expand the enterprises and increase their
additions to income from livestock sources. However, the farm-
ers using no purchased feed for livestock usually secured the high-
est income per unit of livestock.
13. The chief improvements advisable for livestock consist of
disease control, prevention of losses among young stock, and in-
creased rates of reproduction.
14. There is a direct association between relative labor in-
come and addition to income from livestock. Farmers making
minus labor incomes were inferior in livestock production as well
as in rice production.
15. The burden of real estate taxation tends to decrease as
the size of farm increases. Also farmers operating less than 101
acres of rice made little more for their labor income than they had
to pay for real estate taxes. Farmers operating over 100 acres of
rice had for labor income about three times as much as was paid
for real estate taxes.
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APPENDIX
In order to arrive at many of the opinions presented in the fore-
going discussion it has been necessary to make a large number of
tabulations to establish and check the results secured. Much tabu-
lar material has purposely been presented even to the extent of
almost general data. However, there are always those readers
anxious to find additional data for different problems, or desiring
to place their own interpretation upon the data rather than ac-
cept that of the writer. With the idea in mind of making the
material collected of increased usefulness, additional tabulations
are included in the appendix. Some of these data bear directly
upon that presented in the discussion. In other instances the in-
terpretation may appear only as a statement of opinion.
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Appendix A, Unit Data for Farms Studied
TABLE XXXIV. SUMMARY OF UNIT DATA SECURED ON RICE
FARMS IN ACADIA AND JEFFERSON DAVIS
PARISHES, 1929
Acadia Jefferson Davis
Parish Parish
Total number of farms 64 60
Total acres operated 26,258.5 31,761
Total share tenants - 49
.ooootr
Total acreage of rice, 1929 11,845 13,382.5
Per cent total acres operated in rice 45.1 42.1
Average size of farm unit 410.29 529.35
Acres of rice per farm 185.1 223.0
Number of farmers getting water furnishedi .... 45 20
Farmers using Diesel engine outfits 18 24
Farmers using electric motors 2 16
Other farmers 2 J*Number of tractors 91 90
Number of motor trucks 32 44
Farms having no tractors — 7-0 2.0
Farms having 1 tractor 31.0 31.0
Farms having 2 tractors 18.0 23.0
Farms having 3 or more tractors 8.0 4.0
Average labor income $1,324.00 $1,976.00
1 Includes some farms using two sources of water supply.
TABLE XXXV. WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, »AND PREVAILING
PRICES FOR COST ITEMS, ACADIA AND JEFFERSON
DAVIS PARISHES, 1929
WEIGHTS AND MEASURES
Rough rice, per bag, 200 pounds.
Rough rice, per barrel, 162 pounds.
Rough rice, per bushel, 45 pounds.
Cotton, per 1 bale, 500 pounds.
Corn, per barrel, 140 pounds.
PREVAILING PRICES FOR COST ITEMS
Labor:
Day hands with house included, $1.25 to $1.50 per day.
Harvest hands without perquisites, $1.75 to $2.00 per day.
Harvest hands: pitch and haul, $2.00 and one meal per day;
sewers, 1 and IV2 cents per sack, or $3.00 to $3.50 per day;
draggers, $2.00 to $2.50 and one meal per day.
Threshing Rates:
Men and outfit, and fuel, 17% cents per bag.
Men and outfit, and no fuel, 15 cents per bag.
Entire crew, except hauling to warehouse, 35 cents per bag.
Rice Materials:
Second hand sacks, 11 to 13 cents each.
New sacks, 13 to 17 cents each.
Binding twine, 12V2 cents per pound.
Sewing twines, 60 cents per hundred.
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Rice Service Charges:
Hauling, 5 to 12 cents per bag.
Storage and insurance, 7 to 20 cents per bag.
Fuel and Oil:
Gasoline, 15V2 to 18V2 cents per gallon.
Distillate, 10 cents per gallon.
Crude oil fuel, $1.65 to $1.90 per barrel.
Light cylinder oil, 18 to 20 cents per gallon.
Heavy cylinder oil, 25 to 75 cents per gallon.
Rentals: (Rice crop basis)
Land rent, 20 per cent and no upkeep; 16 2/3 per cent plus man
and team labor for upkeep.
Water rent, 20, 22, 2214 per cent.
Land and water rent, 40, 42 and 43 per cent.
Land, water and seed rent, 50 per cent.
Feeds:
Corn, $1.50 per barrel.
Oats, $3.25 to $4.20 per 5 bushel bag.
APPENDIX B—Prices
TABLE XXXVI.
INDEX NUMBER OF UNITED STATES, DECEMBER 1, FARM
PRICE OF RICE, THE WHOLESALE PRICE PER 100
POUNDS ROUGH RICE AT NEW ORLEANS
FOR OCTOBER, AND THE RETAIL
PRICE OF RICE 1919-1929.
United States Wholesale Price Retail Price
December 1 Farm of Rough Rice of
Year Price of Rough October at New Rice
Rice * 1910
—
Orleans* 1910— 1913= 100t1914=100 1914=100
1919 318.0 311.8
1920 142.0 176.7 200.0
1921 113.4 133.3 109.2
1922 111.0 115.8 109.2
1923 131.4 144.8 109.2
1924 165.2 166.5 116.
1
1925 183.4 167.7 127.6
1926 130.7 130.9 133.3
1927 110.8 146.0 123.0
1928 105.6 118.2 114.9
1929 116.7 104.9 111.5
*Yearbook, United States Department of Agriculture 1930, Pages 667, 671.tBureau of Labor Statistics, No. 464, Page 7, and supplements.
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TABLE XXXVII.
SOME COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND
THE LOUISIANA, DECEMBER 1, FARM PRICE OF
RICE, 1904-1929, AND FOR SPECIFIC
PERIODS (ACTUAL PRICE).
Relation of La. Average Difference
Production to the Between the U.S.
Period and Production United States and the Louisiana
Production in Dec. 1 Farm Price
per cent of Rice per Bushe 1
Cents
1921-1929
Four Largest United States Crops...
Four Smallest United States Crops...
Four Relatively Largest La. Crops...
Four Relatively Smallest La. Crops.
Nine Years, 1921-1929
1904-1915
Six Largest United States Crops
Six Smallest United States Crops
Six Relatively Largest La. Crops
Six Relatively Smallest La. Crops...
Twelve Years, 1904-1915
Five Years, 1916-1920
Twenty-six Years, 1904-1929
44 3. 3
46 1. 6
48 2. 4
43 2..5
3 .2
48 0 .6
52 1 .9
53 1 .0
46 1 .5
1 .3
0 .0
1 .7
APPENDIX C—Income and Expenditures
TABLE XXXVIII.
ASSOCIATION BETWEEN ACRES OF RICE, YIELD PER ACRE
AND LABOR INCOME, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF
FARM, ACADIA PARISH, 1929.
Acres of Rice Number Average Average Yield Average
per Farm of Rice per Acre, Labor
Farms Acreage Bags Income
0-100 20 75.3 9.6 $ 288
101-200 20 155.8 10.9 1,124
201-300 14 252.9 11.2 1,721
301-over 10 367.3 10.7 3,242
All Farms 64 185.1 10J5 1,324
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TABLE XXXIX.
ASSOCIATION BETWEEN ACRES OF RICE, YIELD PER ACRE
AND LABOR INCOME, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM,
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISH, 1929.
Number Average
|
Average Yield Average
Acres of Rice of Rice per Acre, Labor
per Farm Farms Acreage Bags Income
0-100 2 75.0 11.1 $ 261
101-200 31 153.2 11.4 1,543
201-300 15 244.8 10.6 2,290
301-over 12 400.8 10.0 2,976
All Farms 60 223.0 HK9 1,976
TABLE XL.
ACREAGE OF COTTON AND GROSS INCOME FROM COTTON
AND COTTON SEED ON RICE FARMS, ACCORDING TO
INDEX OF LABOR INCOME, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Index of Labor Income Number Average Average Sales of Cotton
Relative to Average of Acres of
for Size Group Farms Cotton Lint Seed Total
Minus Incomes 12 28.5 $278 $35 $313
0-50 15 23.7 397 35 432
51-100 .• 36 16.8 201 27 228
101-150 31 10.5 138 20 158
151-over 30 8.3 149 20 169
All Farms 124 15.
1
204 25 229
TABLE XLL
AVERAGE ANIMAL UNITS AND OUTLAY FOR PURCHASED
FEED, ACCORDING TO RELATIVE LABOR INCOME
RECEIVED, ACADIA AND JEFFERSON
DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Animal Units
Relative Labor Number Average Average Number of Average
Income Received of Work All Other Farms Pur- Outlay
Farms Stock Livestock chasing Feed for Feed*
Minus Income 12 7.67 21.66 11 $293.36
0-50 15 8.47 53.42 15 522.20
51-100 35 6.83 26.09 33 328.24
101-150 32 6.91 18.46 32 298.69
151-over 30 6.73 29.64 29 236.92
Average and Total .. 124 7.10 27.86 120 $319.35
*For farmers purchasing feed.
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TABLE XLIL
PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF CURRENT EXPENDITURES BY
RICE FARMERS OPERATING IRRIGATION PLANTS FOR
IMPORTANT ITEMS, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF
FARM, ACADIA AND JEFFERSON
DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Acres of Rice per Farm
Items of 101 201 301
Expenditures to to and
200 300 over
Wages and Perquisites 19.8 21.5 22.2
Cropper Labor 1.7 3.0 4.3
Other Labor 1,3 .8 .0
Machinery Repairs 5.7 5.3 4.5
Real Estate Maintenance 3.6 3.4 2.1
Fence Repairs 1.0 .9 1.6
Feed m 5.9 5.6 3.8
Fertilizer 4.8 4.1 3.5
Seed and Trees (Not rice seed) .5 .5 .4
Irrigation Plant:
Fuel and Oil 6.6 5.0 5.0
Electricity 4.6 6.6 10.6
Repairs 1.3 2.2 1.6
Fuel, Oil and Grease 6.5 7.6 6.8
Auto for Farm Use 3.9 2.5 1.2
Rice Crop:
Seed 3.4 3*8 4.9
Twine '. 1.8 1.8 1.8
Sacks 5.9 5.6 5.8
Storage , 2.1 3.3 4.0
Hauling 2.1 1.1 2.0
Insurance .4 .6 .5
Other 2.8 .7 .5
Water Rent 5 .0 1.8
Land Rent 3.7 3.5 1.7
Real Estate Taxes 8.4 8.8 8.2
Miscellaneous 1.7 1.8 1.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE XLIII.
PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF CURRENT EXPENDITURES BY
RICE FARMERS PAYING WATER RENT FOR IMPORTANT
ITEMS, ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA
AND JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Acres of Rice per Farm
Items of 0 101 201 301
Expenditure to to to and
100 200 300 over
Wages and Perquisites cJ A 1 o 1. J 1 71 / _. o 1 A14: 7. /
Prnnnpr T.aVinr 5 7 I I 0 J 9
Other Labor .0 .5 .0 .0
Machinery Repairs 3 .6 4. 6 4 . 1 4 . 1
Real Estate Maintenance i 6 2 .5 1 .3 .8
Fence Repairs .8 .7 .7 .4
Feed 6 . 2 7 .8 5 . 1 3 .4
Fertilizer 1 .6 3..3 2 .2 2 .8
Seed and Trees(Not rice seed) .. 1 . 1 3 .3 .2
Fuel, Oil and Grease 4..9 4..4 6 2 5 .8
Auto for Farm Use 3 ,7 3. 3 2 .8 .7
Rice Crop:
Seed.... 6 .0 2,.6 3 .9 6 .6
Twine 1. 4 1. 3 1 , 1 1 .2
'
Sacks 4,.3 4.,3 4 . 1 4 .5
Storage 1 .6 1. 6 .9 2 .2
Hauling 1..9 1. 1 1 .4 ,8
Insurance 0 2 . 1 .1
Other
. 1 2! 9 2 6 2 ,0
Water Rent 28. 6 26. 9 24 .4 27,.4
Land Rent 7. 3 10. 9 15, 5 14..1
Real Estate Taxes : 7. 7 5. 6 3, 9 4. 4
Miscellaneous 1. 5 i. 8 9 1 9
Total 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0
APPENDIX D—Miscellaneous Crops
TABLE XLIV.
RETURNS FROM COTTON BY SYSTEMS OF TENURE, AC-
CORDING TO ACRES OF COTTON, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Wage Cotton Cropper Cotton Share Tenant Cot.
Acres of Cotton Owners Croppers Owners Tenants Owners
Gross Labor Gross Gross Gross
Return Return Return Return Return
0-5 $40 $26 $28 $33 $11
6-10 30 29 32 24 10
11-over : 28 15 16 17 9
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TABLE XLV.
YIELD OF SEED COTTON PER ACRE BY SYSTEMS OF TENURE,
ACCORDING TO ACRES OF COTTON, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Owners Croppers Share Tenants
Acres Average Yield of Average Yield of Average Yield of
of Number Seed Cotton, Number Seed Cotton, Number Seed Cotton,
Cotton of Acres Pounds of Acres Pounds of Acres Pounds
0-5 .... 3.15 526.05 3.10 799.70 3.00 912.00
6-10.... 8.00 436.50 8.00 931.80 7.40 608.80
11-over.. 22.00 395.80 34.14 460.60 28.30 449.30
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APPENDIX E—Livestock
TABLE XLVII.
PER CENT INVESTMENT IN VARIOUS CLASSES OF LIVESTOCK,
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM, ACADIA AND
JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Per Cent Investment per Farm, Dollars
Acres of Rice Number Work
per Farm of Farms Stock Cattle Sheep Hogs Poultry Total
0-100 .. 22 46.6 39.7 0 6.3 7.4 100.0
101-200 51 30.5 57.6 2.5 3.0 6.4 100.0
201-300 29 34.0 53.1 .8 5.1 7.0 100.0
301-over 22 22.4 71.1 .6 2.8 3.1 100.0
All Farms 124 30.0 59.5 1.2 3.8 5.5 100.0
TABLE XLVIII.
ADDITION TO INCOME FROM CLASSES OF LIVESTOCK, ACADIA
AND JEFFERSON DAVIS PARISHES, 1929.
Averages are for farmers keeping the class of livestock.
Addition to Income*-
Acres of Rice Number
of Farms Cattle Sheep Hogs Poultry
0-100 • 22 $101 $ 0 $24 $30
101-200 51 256 2 27 57
201-300 29 386 4 59 68
301-over 22 325 18 52 43
Amount above purchases, losses in inventory and cost outlay for feed
and veterinary.
Farmers not keeping livestock are as follows:
Number
Acres of Rice of Farms Cattle Sheep Hogs Poultry
0-100 22 0 21 1 0
101-200 51 2 49 14 0
201-300 29 2 26 10 1
301-over 22 0 20 3 0
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TABLE XLIX.
INCOME FROM LIVESTOCK, RICE ACREAGE, AND LABOR
INCOME, ACADIA AND JEFFERSON DAVIS
PARISHES, 1929.
Income from
Livestock*
Number
of
Farms
Average
Income from
Livestock
Acres of
Rice per
Farm
Yield per
Acre,
Bags
Average
Labor
Income
—$100-$ 50 16 $ 4 200 10.4 $1,308
51- 200 37 115 158 10.5 1,109
201- 350 23 262 215 10.9 2,098
351- 500 16 436 219 10.8 1,685
501- 1,100 20 724 208 10.9 1,476
Three farms with losses more than $100 and nine farms with incomes
more than $1,100 omitted.

